
To: Members, Raj Soin College of Business Promotion & Tenure Committee 

From: Evan Osborne 

Date: December 8, 2005 

 This letter is my rebuttal to those by the Chair and the Promotion & Tenure Committee (“the 
Committee”) of the Wright State University Department of Economics.  I make one request of 
readers.  If you have made it this far, please read the whole thing.  The story I have to tell takes 
awhile to lay out; the Exhibits referred to are in an appendix in a separate folder in my P & T 
document.  Three things, which many of you in the College already have some sense of, will be 
clear by the time you are done.  None of these themes are isolated; they will all show up 
repeatedly in this rebuttal: 

(1) Many of the people in this department do not take P&T seriously.  They miss meetings, 
they don’t read documentation, they have no idea (or reject) what the by-laws and 
Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) require of them.  They say one thing, and then 
say the opposite when it is convenient. 

(2) Those who do often do so with the worst intentions.  To be specific, there are three 
members of the Department who have never cast a single vote in my favor at any stage of 
the promotion process, and at this point, a reasonable person must assume, never will.  I 
have been told that, given the chance, at this date they wouldn’t even approve my 
promotion to Associate Professor now, despite all the calamities that they predicted 
would occur if I were so promoted not having happened.  They interpret the evidence in 
the most opportunistically unfavorable way, and make up new problems once those 
previously raised have been addressed 

(3) The criticisms are simply false; I am comparable to Professors in performance.  It has 
taken me years to screw up the self-confidence to say this, first because I naively believed 
that I was being treated honorably when I was an assistant professor, and now because I 
am reluctant to dig myself a deeper P&T hole.  But I am squarely in the norm among full 
Professors in service, am better than many, maybe most, in teaching, and am in another 
area code entirely when it comes to scholarship.  Read the evidence, talk to people to 
whom you feel you need to talk, and decide for yourself. 

I came here in September, 1994, enthusiastic about being part of an academic community, 
where scholars create the truth, share it with their students and take excitement in one another’s 
triumphs.  But during my first year I was summoned to an interview with a committee appointed 
by Pres. Flack to assess whether our chair, Prof. Sav, should be removed.  I was, needless to say, 
astonished at this, as I had gotten no hint of this tension during my job interview.  I was asked 
whether he had treated me unfairly or made my life difficult, and reported that of course he had 
not.  Before ultimately removing him, Pres. Flack had a meeting with the entire department in 
which he scolded us in the manner of an angry and disappointed parent for our childish  



squabbling, about which I knew nothing.  It was only years later that I learned that Prof. Sav had 
been ousted as part of an eternal argument involving members of the department (with some of 
them not having spoken to one another for years outside an official capacity), that Prof. Hopkins 
and I had been jointly hired to satisfy these two implacably hostile factions, and that I had fallen 
on one side of this impassably deep divide, for reasons that I identify below.  I have been paying 
for this latter ever since with negative vote after negative vote from the other side of the divide, 
and I am about out of patience.  The lunacy I have had to endure here for years has finally 
become unacceptable.  Whether it is allowed to stand is beyond my control, but I must take what 
may be my only opportunity to get it on the record so that people will know what has happened to 
me, and so that future younger faculty here can perhaps avoid similar experiences. 

Before proceeding to the specific claims in the letters, my travails are best understood 
through one incident, which is from start to finish eminently emblematic of what has gone on 
during my time here.   The Committee is required by the CBA to evaluate my progress toward 
Professor at least once every three years.  The following is the only official evaluation and 
feedback I have received since my promotion to Associate Professor.  It was received May 27, 
2005, and is the Committee’s entire on-the-record assessment of three years of work.  (The letter 
is found in the document.) 

 “The evidence submitted suggests that you are very effective in scholarship.  
In the area of teaching, the Committee cannot conclude, based on the evidence 
submitted, that your teaching is effective.  Finally, the Committee believes your 
service is not effective.” 

 That’s it.  39 words – nine words shorter than the College Mission Statement.  No discussion 
of what the concerns were, no suggestion collegially offered as to how I might proceed to 
promotion.  The bare minimum required by the most hostilely miserly reading of the department 
by-laws, which require that teaching, scholarship and service each be rated as “very effective,” 
“effective” or “not effective.”  Prof. Swaney later told me that there was agreement in the 
Committee meeting that generated the letter that it was unwise to put anything specific on the 
record, a clear violation of CBA §13.1, which requires that “[b]argaining unit faculty have the 
responsibility to help in the development of their colleagues.”  (Note also that it avoids publicly 
committing to any goals I might eventually meet.)  And as it happens, with respect to teaching, all 
of the evidence required by the department by-laws was submitted.  The one piece of evidence 
not submitted by me was the narrative comments on teaching evaluations, which according to 
department by-laws (§IV.B.2.a) the Chair must provide.  Prof. Swaney forgot about this 
responsibility (and his forgetfulness will also be a recurring theme) despite the fact that, 
anticipating that he might do so, I had reminded him several weeks before the deadline for 
handing in the document.  This is important because, at the Committee meeting, the Committee, 
seeing that they weren’t included by me, refused his offer to look at his copies (which he still did 
not know he was required to provide) for the very reason that I didn’t submit them, even though I 
was prohibited from doing so. 

 Now apart from this process, which was manifestly rotten to the core, this letter is quite a 
piece of work on sheer content grounds.  Collectively, the process and the content indicate clearly 
that the only reasonable interpretation of this letter is as malice, pure and simple.  Lest anyone 
think it is just me, here is how (without my soliciting any particular reaction) people in the 
College to whom I showed the letter characterized it: 

- Prof. John Blair (who did not like the letter but missed the meeting) indicated that it 
should be taken as a sign that the Committee “is not going to promote you.” 

- Prof. Charles Hartmann, the chair of the Department of Management, called it “a f*** 
you letter.”  (He did not employ asterisks.) 
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- Associate Dean Bud Baker referred to it as “the worst letter I have ever seen during my 
time here,” where “worst” means “least helpful.”   He said that not just from his 
experience in P&T but from hundreds of cases as an arbitrator and mediator. 

- Dean Farmer pronounced it “not acceptable.” 

So how did the Committee chair, Prof. Fichtenbaum, react to my questioning of the letter?  
Missing with gusto the entire point, he noted in an e-mail (Appendix Exhibit A) that “I am not 
aware of any language in the CBA (past or present) that proscribes (sic) that a certain number of 
words must be used in providing a three-year review.”  Appendix Exhibit B, an e-mail that was 
not sent to me but was nonetheless provided to me, indicated that as far as he was concerned I 
could take the letter or leave it, because he had no interest in revisiting the matter.  In particular, 
he indicated that if I didn’t like the letter I should just “grieve” it. 

I must confess at this point that this world of conflict and academic litigation to which Prof. 
Fichtenbaum is eager to consign me, the one where the verb “to grieve” is transitive, is one that is 
utterly unfamiliar to me.  I understand how to grieve over a lost family member, or over the 
apparently perilous state of my career at Wright State University.  But I do not really excel at 
“grieving” a bitter evaluation letter.  I approach my career here with the perhaps unfortunately 
obsolete assumption that older faculty are supposed to guide younger ones, and that differences 
and concerns should be talked over.  But that has never in my time here been the way of things in 
my department. 

The letter is also revealing because of how it was drafted.  It went to other Committee 
members for comment on the afternoon of May 26, 2005.  By the next morning it was in my 
mailbox as a hardcopy.  Not a single other member of the Committee had had a chance to review 
it, and they were all surprised (and some shocked) by the wording.  That letter sent out in that 
manner cannot indicate anything other than bad-faith, irrational hostility, period.  

Prof. Fichtenbaum’s reasoning behind the, well, brisk turnaround for the letter deserves to be 
inscribed in a management text somewhere.  It is worth quoting extensively (from Appendix 
Exhibit A): 

“When I sent it out on the 26th to the members of the Committee it was just 
to show them that I had in fact typed what had been drafted and jointly decided 
upon in the meeting.  I did ask for comments and suggestions in case anyone 
thought I had incorrectly transcribed what we drafted in the meeting.” 

 In other words, he’s asking for comments but by “comments” he doesn’t really mean 
actual comments, because after all he’s just showing everyone his accurate 
“transcription,” and so why not go ahead and publish it a few hours later?  (As an aside, 
even if taken at face value his remarks indicate that the Committee as a whole agreed to a 
completely feedback-free letter, which would be an abject failure on its part.  If false, 
which is consistent with my discussions with some members, it is a major dereliction of 
duty by Prof. Fichtenbaum.)  But the second reason for the quick turnaround is even more 
rewarding for the attentive reader.  After offering a series of quite compellingly tortuous 
rationalizations about why the letter was really a very normal sort of event at Wright 
State University (including that the Committee might see fit to modify the letter after it 
was already in my mailbox), Prof. Fichtenbaum made his last stand (Appendix Exhibit A) 
defending the ground that it was apparently urgent to send the letter out with no 
opportunity for colleague feedback because – wait for it – he “was getting ready to leave 
town.”  This is not how serious, well-intentioned people behave.  This abject malevolence 
at worst and self-evident incompetence at best comes on the heels of his unilaterally 
changing one day prior, without my having requested it, the deadline to submit the 
materials for the above review from Feb. 4, 2005 to April 15, 2005 (Appendix Exhibit C).  
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He would then, incredibly, use the fact that I had submitted the materials after the 
deadline he had unilaterally altered to impugn my credibility in a discussion with Bill 
Rickert over my external letters (Appendix Exhibit A; this incident is discussed further 
below).   

 As a final note with respect to this letter, it was written when, according to 
department records, only three people (out of seven) had even bothered to look at my 
document before the meeting. 

 And that is more or less how it has been now for years.  Below is an abridged history 
of my evaluation process during my time at Wright State University.  As you will see, the 
letters from the Chair and Committee are consistent with the general Wonderland quality 
that has always characterized my assessment here: 

- On Feb. 25, 1998, I received (when I was still an assistant professor) my annual 
evaluation from the Committee, with Prof. Swaney as chair.  It indicated that my 
teaching was “very good, and, more importantly, the evidence suggests it is 
continuing to improve” (Appendix Exhibit D).  On the basis of this letter, and the 
fact that I had achieved the number of publications generally judged by past 
practice to be appropriate for promotion, Prof. Swaney at my request in Fall, 
1998 surveyed the Department about their view of whether I should go up.  Only 
one, Prof. Blair, indicated I should not.  The rest expressed varying degrees of 
enthusiasm. 

- Now in a position to be tenured and hence around for a very long time, I learned 
in the next letter (now an official recommendation on promotion, dated Jan. 21, 
1999) that my teaching was not, as an apparently absent-minded Prof. Swaney 
and Committee had assured me just the year prior, “very good, and, more 
importantly, the evidence suggests it is continuing to improve.”  Rather, it was so 
bad that a motion to dismiss me was entertained, and got the soon-to-be-
customary three votes (out of seven).  Things that had never entered into any of 
my previous evaluation letters – allegedly high drop rates in EC 200, overall 
grades given (too low, it was said) – were now magically conjured into existence 
as an indictment of my teaching.   

- In accordance with this letter, I sought assistance from every member of the 
Committee.  None apart from Profs. Traynor and Premus (neither of whom were 
among those who had voted to dismiss me) offered any assistance.  Instead, other 
members informed me that while unnamed others were deeply concerned about 
my teaching, they were not.  A conversation with Prof. Dung (who also did not 
vote to dismiss) was particularly odd, and memorably so.  He offered no 
guidance at all but spent most of the time pleading with me not to file a lawsuit. 

- Very soon after the receipt of this letter, Profs. Olson and Fichtenbaum came to 
my office and asked me to join the Wright State AAUP, something I had 
consistently refused to do despite their repeated entreaties, during recruiting 
visits to my office, in the past.  Prof. Blair has told me that even though he too 
had not joined the AAUP, neither of them ever came to his office.  One obvious 
difference is that he was protected by tenure and I was not.  This bald-faced 
shakedown is something I have never forgotten.  (More on this episode later.) 

- On Feb. 24, 2000, in a meeting to discuss my problems, Prof. Renas asked, 
without my mentioning it, whether my politics were prompting them, as he found 
them otherwise baffling. 

- In the 1999-2000 academic year, the Committee failed to write the required 
annual P&T evaluation letter.  

- On July 11, 2000, Prof. Traynor, then Department Chair, told me that now the 
Committee was concerned about something else never mentioned in past 
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evaluations (and something completely unrelated to teaching, scholarship or 
service), namely that some unnamed members did not wish to promote and 
tenure a “dogmatic” person.  The goalposts, in other words, were moved yet 
again. 

- On Nov. 11, 2000, Prof. Swaney, during a conversation concerning the just-
finished meeting in which the Committee he chaired voted 4-3 to approve my 
promotion to Associate Professor, told me that whereas some were previously 
concerned that I was asking too much of students, these same people had now 
turned around 180 degrees and were concerned that I was asking too little.  The 
people expressing these concerns had never visited my class, and the only 
evidence they cited was an open-book policy on exams in EC 200, which is 
critical to how I teach the class even now and had been in place for years, 
including during the time when my teaching was said to be “very good, and, 
more importantly, the evidence suggests it is continuing to improve.”  This 
putative concern was offered even though even though my readily available (had 
anyone troubled themselves to check) scores on Question 6 on teaching 
evaluations (which asks about the extent to which students were challenged) 
significantly exceeded the average of the Department (as they do now, as will be 
seen below).  Ultimately my P&T letter was written by Prof. Fichtenbaum 
despite his having opposed my promotion, and the letter was subject to extensive 
criticism and revision for being too negative.  Meanwhile, the letter for Prof. 
Hopkins, who was also up for tenure, was written by Prof. Olson, who had 
supported her promotion. 

- On Feb. 3, 2005, one day before the deadline in department by-laws to file my 
documents for the three-year review that generated the May, 27, 2005 letter cited 
on p. 2, Prof. Fichtenbaum sent me the e-mail (Appendix Exhibit C) unilaterally 
extending the deadline to April 15, 2005.  The upshot of this, in combination with 
the text of the letter itself, was that the Department would soon be in painfully 
obvious violation of those by-laws, which require (§IV.B.2.c) that “[b]y the end 
of the winter quarter, the P&T Committee will provide written feedback on 
teaching to both the individual who is evaluated and the Department Chair.  The 
feedback should identify specific accomplishments and positive progress in 
teaching.  It should also identify specific areas in which improvement is needed, 
if any.  In cases where improvement is recommended, specific recommendations 
need to be made as to how the individual may make those improvements.”  Self-
evidently, none of this was done in the letter. 

- On May 27, 2005, after I had received the letter, Prof. Premus told me that while 
it was true that I had spent a year and a half on an RSCOB group headed by Prof. 
Saunders that met for 1-2 hours almost every single week evaluating the MBA 
program, some members of the Committee completely discounted that service 
because, well, I had volunteered for it rather than having been appointed by the 
Department. 

- On June 10, 2005, Prof. Swaney told me that there are two people on the 
Committee (and the historical record indicates to me that it is probably three) 
who will simply never vote for me under any circumstances. 

- After consulting others in the College, my response to the letter was to send a 
letter to Prof. Fichtenbaum requesting three things: that my teaching actually be 
evaluated (rather than the Committee being allowed to get away with saying 
nothing), that the Committee give me actual reasons for its teaching, scholarship 
and service evaluations, and that the Committee meet with me face-to-face to 
discuss its concerns.  Initially, he indicated to Prof. Swaney that none of this 
would happen, and that in essence I should take a long walk off a short pier, in 
particular saying that “if Evan wants to go up next year there is nothing stopping 
him” (Appendix Exhibit B).  After thus initially refusing all three requests, he did 
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ultimately on July 18, 2005 (presumably after consulting the Committee whose 
discussion he had allegedly so faithfully “transcribed,” being dressed down by 
the dean, or both) agree to only one request – that my teaching be evaluated.  He 
said nothing about whether I would receive any reasons for all evaluations, and 
flatly refused to have the Committee meet with me, in part because it would “be a 
bad precedent.”  Note that this last is very much reflective of a legalistic rather 
than collegial attitude.  Note also that the meeting was to be held at some vague 
point perhaps in the fall, five or six months after I had requested it.  This was 
despite the fact that after the first week all Committee members were available 
during Summer A.  (Recall that in any event all this was supposed to have been 
done by the end of winter quarter.) 

- In an e-mail dated Aug. 1, 2005 (Appendix Exhibit E), Prof. Sav urgently 
requested that all members of the University General Education Committee (on 
which I had just completed a two-year term) continue to serve because we are 
“experienced and knowledgeable,” and that the upcoming NCA accreditation 
visit demanded continuity in Committee membership.  Since he had signed onto 
the letter (without looking at my file) indicating that my service on that 
committee the prior two years had apparently been indispensable in achieving the 
lowest possible “ineffective” rating in service, I with some irritation wanted to 
discuss this with him.  In the meeting, which occurred on Aug. 5, 2005, Prof. Sav 
first indicated that he had no idea that I had been rated “ineffective” in service.  
He then contended that while it was true that I had a lot of committee service on 
my CV, as far as he knew I wasn’t even showing up to the meetings or otherwise 
contributing in any way.  After a brief, almost stunned pause to reflect on the 
absurdity of this remark, I said I would get back to him.  (I also learned the 
necessity of having committee chairs testify in writing what my contributions 
were to my more recent assignments; these letters are in the document, so that 
those with an axe to grind could not use this preposterous strategy.)  I agreed 
several days later to serve, after he called me on Aug. 9, 2005 and demanded that 
I cease “holding [him] hostage.”  He thereupon said he would get back to me 
before ultimately selecting Prof. Endres (who seldom if ever teaches GE courses, 
while I frequently teach EC 200 and have organized numerous workshops for GE 
faculty) to serve instead, despite the fact that she had not served previously and 
Prof. Sav had just finished emphasizing how critical continuity was.  Now, this is 
not about Prof. Endres, who is eminently capable.  The point is to illustrate 
another example of the sorts of bizarre behavior I have been putting up with for 
years. 

- This promotion application that you are judging was at my request not governed 
by department by-laws (a privilege I am allowed, because of my grandfathering 
in, by the CBA, which requires that the Department then adhere to “the ‘old’ 
written or unwritten criteria and procedures (past practice)” (CBA Appendix D).  
The selection of external reviewers in particular is governed by past practice 
(§13.6.3.1).  Past practice was always that the candidate would submit six names, 
and that the Committee would then select the first three names on the list, 
proceeding downward if letters were not received from some of them.  After 
submission of my list, Prof. Fichtenbaum initiated, unprompted, a discussion in 
which he argued against one of my names, Gordon Tullock of George Mason 
University, one of the world’s most distinguished economists.  (Another name, 
Werner Z. Hirsch of UCLA, was plausibly rejected because the CBA discourages 
co-authors as external reviewers, and he and I had co-authored a paper twelve 
years prior.)  When I pointed out to him that his rejection of Prof. Tullock was 
inconsistent with past practice, his response was to confuse what the Committee 
could do in the past with what it did do, the latter being how a sensible person 
would define “practice.”  In an e-mail sent to me and Bill Rickert on Oct. 10, 
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2005 (Appendix Exhibit A), he indicated that the Committee can select any 
names it likes.  Now those are the past rules, but they are not the past practices.  
The only reason he could claim that they could select any names is because 
previously there were no rules.  By that reasoning, the Committee was free to 
demand of me that all external reviewers have last names containing a Q and two 
Js, and that when the letters arrive they be used to line the department birdcage.  
That interpretation poses no constraints at all.  In completely changing the 
procedure for selecting external reviewers the Committee, at Prof. Fichtenbaum’s 
instigation, clearly and unsubtly violated “past practice” if that term is not to be 
completely empty. 

- On Oct. 6, 2005, in en e-mail sent to Bill Rickert, to Prof. Swaney and to me 
(Appendix Exhibit A), Prof. Fichtenbaum bizarrely indicated (as he had 
previously in an e-mail to Prof. Swaney found in Appendix Exhibit B) that I had 
violated the by-laws by failing to get my materials in on time for the three-year 
evaluation.  Recall that in fact he had unilaterally changed this deadline. 

- Approximately one week before the Committee’s scheduled Nov. 4, 2005 
meeting, Prof. Blair, well-known as one of my supporters, requested that it be 
rescheduled because (unbeknownst to him when he had submitted his available 
times at the beginning of the fall quarter) he had to be out of town.  Prof. 
Fichtenbaum refused this request, and refused to enter into the Committee record 
a letter of support Prof. Blair subsequently wrote.  (That letter is at the end of this 
rebuttal.) 

- On Nov. 4, 2005, the committee voted 2-1 not to promote me.  2-1.  This means 
that of six faculty eligible to vote, only three bothered to do so.  (Prof. Blair, 
recall, wanted to vote but was refused the opportunity.)  The strength of 
department sentiment should be discounted accordingly.  For what it is worth one 
of them, Prof. Sav, once again saw no need to bother inspecting my document 
before voting.  That number three shows up again, with Prof. Fichtenbaum 
unable to vote because of his chairmanship and Profs. Premus (who voted yes), 
Olson, and Sav (both of whom voted no) the only other voting members present. 

- In their letters, Prof. Swaney and the Committee make much of the fact that I do 
not satisfy the criteria for “fast track” promotion, which is Department 
terminology for going up early.  Now I am not a careless person.  Before going 
up I specifically asked Prof. Swaney (in summer, 2005) whether the fifth year 
after promotion to Associate Professor is under past practice an acceptable time 
to apply for promotion to Professor.  He told me explicitly and unambiguously 
that it was, that it was when he went up, that indeed only Prof. Fichtenbaum had 
in his experience gone up sooner, and (it should be emphasized in the interests of 
fairness, without committing to writing a supportive letter) that the time was 
probably good for me.  Prof. Premus has since confirmed to me that five years is 
by past practice enough time.  Upon receiving the Chair’s letter, I asked Prof. 
Swaney via e-mail what “fast track” was, since the letters had relied so heavily 
upon it.  He did not reply.  By past practice I am not a fast-track candidate. 

- On Dec. 30, 2005, Prof. Swaney sent a completely unsolicited e-mail to Dean 
Farmer offering further criticism of my candidacy.  He did not send a copy to me, 
but did CC: Prof. Fichtenbaum, the Committee chair, and even Prof. Ainina of 
the Department of Finance, who would take over as interim chair on January 1, 
2006 and has no role in my P&T process.  Prof. Swaney thus seems to have 
provided it to just about everyone but me.  It fell to the dean to tell me about it, 
consistent with the requirements of the CBA.  A chair writing an additional letter 
that no one had asked for to rebut the candidate’s own rebuttal (and not even 
informing the candidate that he had done so) seems peculiar to me, but I confess 
that at this point I am no longer surprised by this kind of thing,  
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And so here we are.  The vote to dismiss me in 1998 got three votes.  The vote to 
promote me in 2000 got three votes against.  This vote (if we include Prof. Fichtenbaum) 
got three votes.  It is the same people, over and over again, bound and determined to 
invent whatever obstacles need to be conjured out of thin air to prevent my advancement.  
Several of the incidents above are clear violations of the letter of the CBA or the by-laws, 
and every last one of them violates the spirit. 

What of the substance of the two letters?  Let us see what the data have to tell us.  
Both letters refer vaguely to “recent” promotions to Professor as the standard of 
comparison, by which is presumably meant Profs. Traynor and Olson, who are widely 
acknowledged to be superior teachers (although weaker scholars).  But surely the 
appropriate comparison must be to all Professors, and by that standard I come out 
favorably on all three dimensions.  (See Prof. Blair’s letter at the end of this rebuttal on 
this point.)  If (and the whole promotion process hinges on this) Professors generally 
perform at a higher level than Associate Professors, who in turn generally exceed 
Assistant Professors, the question to ask is how I compare to other Professors.  So let us 
explore that question. 

Scholarship 

While the Chair’s letter refers to me as “the star” of the department and the 
Committee’s as “sufficient” for promotion, it is important to understand that the 
difference between me and all Professors is gigantic.  The gold standard for scholarship 
in the Department, according to the by-laws (§III.B.3) is refereed publications in the 
Econlit database.  The table below indicates all such publications for me and all 
Professors from 2001 (my promotion year) to the present.  (The database was consulted 
on Nov. 15, 2005.) 

  
 Since one paper co-authored by Profs. Olson and Fichtenbaum is listed for both of 
them, the table indicates that over this period my publications are equal to those of all 
Professors combined.   This gap is staggering.  I am arguably the only member of this 1

group with scholarship achievements remotely approaching, let alone exceeding, those 

Osborne 8

Prof. Fichtenbaum 2

Prof. Swaney 2

Prof. Traynor 2

Prof. Olson 1

Prof. Renas 1

Prof. Sav 1

Prof. Premus 0

Prof. Blair 0

 While not counted in the table, I have since Nov. 15 received two additional acceptances, whose 1

confirmation is included in the Appendix as Exhibits F and G.  
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the Dean expects for College faculty.  Without my contributions this department’s 
refereed economic-journal output would literally be cut in half.  2

Teaching 
 Of course scholarship is not everything.  What of teaching and service?  With respect 
to the former, consider faculty scores on teaching evaluations (ignoring Q7, which 
addresses student motivation).  Faculty are listed by initials;  Prof. Olson opted not to 3

reply to my e-mailed requests for hers, and Prof. Fichtenbaum explicitly refused to 
provide his, thus hampering my ability to write this rebuttal.  In his e-mailed refusal, he 
emphasized his undeniable right to under no circumstances “make them available to you 
or any other faculty member.”  Now it is clear that for some faculty in the Department 
their rights are a constant preoccupation, the sole organizing principle of university life; 
they will outline them for you at the slightest provocation.  Of their responsibilities, sadly 
(e.g., responsibilities to the integrity of the process, to guide a faculty member to 
promotion, or for that matter even to make an effort to know what university rules are), 
nothing is ever said. 

Q1: Instructor 
available for 
consultation.

TT 
(4.64)

JS 
(4.47)

RP 
(4.42)

EO 
(4.37)

SR 
(4.36)

TS 
(4.32)

JB 
(4.31)

Q2: Student 
responsibilities 
well-defined.

TT 
(4.70)

TS 
(4.60)

SR 
(4.55)

EO 
(4.48)

JB 
(4.33)

RP 
(4.18)

JS 
(3.98)

Q3: Class time 
was well-
spent.

TS 
(4.72)

TT 
(4.69)

EO 
(4.54)

SR 
(4.36)

JB 
(4.23)

RP 
(4.13)

JS 
(3.53)

Q4: I learned a 
lot from the 
instructor.

TT 
(4.56)

EO 
(4.55)

TS 
(4.54)

SR 
(4.46)

JS 
(4.24)

JB 
(4.20)

RP 
(4.07)

Q5: Materials 
contributed to 
my learning.

TT 
(4.35)

EO 
(4.20)

TS 
(4.10)

JS 
(4.09)

RP 
(3.99)

SR 
(3.97)

JB 
(3.66)

Q6: I was 
challenged in 
this course.

EO 
(4.63)

TT 
(4.56)

JS 
(4.55)

TS 
(4.44)

RP 
(4.38)

JB 
(4.36)

SR 
(4.16)

Q1-Q6 
average.

TT 
(4.58)

EO 
(4.46)

TS 
(4.45)

SR 
(4.31)

RP 
(4.20)

JB 
(4.18)

JS 
(4.11)

 Not just the output of Professors in fact, but of all tenure-track faculty, as neither Prof. Hopkins nor Prof. 2

Dung, the Department’s two other Associate Professors, have any Econlit-listed publications during this 
time.  (The Department has no Assistant Professors at present.) 

 JB = Prof. Blair, EO = Osborne, RP = Prof. Premus, RS = Prof. Renas, TS = Prof. Sav, JS = Prof. Swaney, 3

TT = Prof. Traynor, RF = Prof. Fichtenbaum, PO = Prof. Olson.  Having already calculated them for my 
P&T document, my ratings are from Summer, 2001-Summer, 2005.  For other Professors, because of time 
constraints I calculated them from Fall, 2003-Summer, 2005.  It is unclear whether all sections were 
available for all professors, but for each faculty member there were large numbers of students.
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 These evaluations are not the final word on teaching to be sure, but they have the 
advantage of being objective and not subject to cherry-picking by those looking for a 
reason to justify their vote.  There are a number of ways to slice them up.  The first is to 
average all scores, as is done in the last row.  By that measure, I am essentially tied for 
the second most effective teacher (ahead of Prof. Sav by only 0.01).  Another is to see 
how many times various professors fall below the median on all questions combined.  By 
that criterion Prof. Traynor and I are the most effective, neither of us ever falling below it.  
Or the rankings in Q1-Q6 could simply be added.  Prof. Traynor is then first by a 
substantial margin, with a total summed ranking of 8, followed by me (16), Prof. Sav 
(18), and then a substantial fall back to Profs. Swaney, Renas, Premus and Blair at 28, 29, 
32 and 36 respectively.  Or one could look at the combination of most challenging (where 
I rank first) combined with the instructor from whom students learn the most (where Prof. 
Traynor, I and Prof. Sav, in that order, are essentially tied).  By this measure I am 
someone who asks students to learn a lot, and whose students do in fact learn a lot.  This 
is evidently not what the Department values, but is it not what the College and University 
expect of their faculty? 

The bottom line is that if you believe these numbers are useful measures of teaching 
and not subject to the inevitably arbitrary nature of other measures, there is no way I 
cannot be considered one of the most effective teachers in the department, in a class with 
Profs. Sav and Traynor.  Let us accept Prof. Swaney’s assertion in his letter that we are a 
“department of excellent, dedicated teachers.”  I am apparently among the more excellent 
and dedicated among Professors, if we are to be driven by data and not opportunism.   I 4

do this, by the way, without benefiting from the small student-teacher ratios in the 
microscopic-enrollment classes that most Professors periodically teach, often in the 
Department’s MS program (with such ratios perhaps being expected to promote better 
evaluations), and while teaching many students in EC 200 and MBA 720 for whom 
economics does not come naturally, and, recall, while having the highest expectations 
among all Professors for whom numbers are available. 
 The letters cite concern about inconsistency, unreceptivity to different views, and so 
on.  But this is undocumented and subjective.  For every comment like that about me 
there is at least one about how fair and open I am, and I know from looking at them in the 
course of calculating the data in Note 3 that this alleged failing is extremely common 
among Department Professors.  I would put my narrative comments in total, good, bad 
and ugly, against anyone’s, and those who have doubts should read them in my 
document.  To the extent that there are negative comments, they often hinge on things 
typically associated with demanding teachers.  To be sure, this is an argument many 
professors make.  But as the table above indicates, I have the facts on my side when I 
make it.  The objective evidence indicates that, compared to others of the rank to which I 
aspire, my teaching is very good, well within the range among Professors at a minimum 
and most likely at the upper end of that range. 

Service 
 As for service, the only concerns mentioned in previous annual-evaluation letters 
from the Chair involved committee service.  (Of course the Committee mentioned 
nothing in its three-year evaluation letter.)  For purposes of comparison, using faculty 
activity reports I report in the table below all non-automatic committee service (thus 

 Another objective measure is the ratio of good to bad comments on the narrative portion of evaluations, 4

which have the advantage of being publicly available for all faculty.  I calculated these ratios from Fall, 
2003-Summer, 2005 for all Professors and me, and I am comfortably in the middle.  Counting comments 
with mixed good and bad remarks as both, and ignoring comments dealing with such extraneous matters as 
parking or classroom temperature, the ratios of good comments for each bad one are TT 7.71, PO (Paulette 
Olson) 6.30, TS 4.90, SR 4.57, JB 2.42, EO 2.37, RP 1.60, JS 1.26 and RF (Rudy Fichtenbaum) 0.68.
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ignoring non-chair service on Department curriculum and P&T committees ) for me and 5

all Professors during the 2003 and 2004 calendar years: 

 Again, committee service is not everything, but it is objective, countable and probably 
correlated with other forms of service.  The Committee mentions leadership, but leadership can 
be by climbing the ladder within the existing structure or by creating new structures, and I have 
done quite a bit of the latter (described in the service narrative of the document), which the 
Committee largely discounts.  Unlike conventional committee chairmanships, this type of service 
also does not provide the opportunity to pursue the (unethical) goal of advancing department 
interests at the expense of other, larger College and University interests in the aforementioned 
MBA committee, which I was told also counted as a negative in the meeting leading to the May 
27, 2005 letter.  Indeed, Prof. Swaney makes this concern about as explicit as he can afford to in 
his 2004 annual evaluation, contained in the document (“Please try to represent the department”). 

 The above evidence indicates that my scholarship is overwhelmingly dominant, my teaching 
is in the top tier, and my service is in the middle of those who, by past practice, have been 
promoted to Professor in this Department. 

 The recommendation by the Committee not to promote me did not emerge from nowhere.  It 
is the endgame of a long process that I have endured for about six years now.  I contend that the 
Gang of Three’s longstanding refusal to even entertain the possibility of my advancement, as 
evidenced by the intentional lack of guidance, the repudiation of past statements, the invention of 
new obstacles and so on has precisely zip to do with teaching, scholarship and service, and 
everything to do with such extraneous factors as my politics (I am a confident right-winger in a 
department with a healthy complement of left-wingers, some of whom, according to the narrative 
comments on their evaluations, routinely and arguably inappropriately express visceral dislike of 
these politics to their students), and my antagonism toward the faculty union, to which they 
devote much time and in which they make much emotional investment.  (In a consultation on 
Sept. 8, 2005, Prof. Renas said it was now “obvious” that this is why, despite my record across all 
dimensions, I have always had so much trouble). 
 This is obviously a very serious charge, and so you should first ask whether the personality of 
these Professors is consistent with this type of behavior, and then ask whether any faculty 

2003 Calendar Year 2004 Calendar Year Total

Prof. Traynor 6 6 12

Prof. Fichtenbaum 5 6 11

Osborne 3 5 8

Prof. Sav 2 5 7

Prof. Premus 3 3 6

Prof. Olson 0 4 4

Prof. Blair 1 2 3

Prof. Renas 0 0 0

 I also do not include such AAUP service for which teaching offsets are granted.  But I do include not just 5

explicit “committees” but also bodies such as the Faculty Senate.  And if a person is elected as a chair of an 
automatic-membership committee, which means that person also serves on the College version of that 
committee, I also count that.
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member with my record (no better, no worse) could tell of a sequence of events like that outlined 
above – of made-up criticisms never previously raised of any faculty member (let alone me), of 
astonishing forgetfulness, of such transparent inconsistency.  The reasons given for my negative 
ratings are often commendably creative, and an outside observer with a dark sense of humor 
could certainly admire them.  I mean, really: has any professor in the history of Wright State 
University ever failed to be promoted because of putatively excessive drop rates in a single 
general-education class (especially when the charge is not documented)?  Has any faculty 
member ever had service on a committee completely discounted because he volunteered for it?  
The evidence I have that the above factors cause my troubles consists substantially of 
conversations I have had, and people reading this who did not participate in those conversations 
may or may not find it persuasive.  But I hope the evidence in this letter will convince the fair-
minded reader that something utterly extraneous to teaching, scholarship and service is behind 
this. 

 This rebuttal probably has the strong odor of burnt bridges and scorched earth about it, but 
having put up with this for so many years I have to get it out in the open; there is a sort of 
liberation in finally saying this in public after so many years.  I readily concede that it is not likely 
headed for the collegiality hall of fame, but collegiality has simply not helped me previously, and 
so I have to try brutal honesty: when the three Professors who have never voted for me and never 
will constitute half the Committee, as they will from next year, my prospects for advancement 
have probably come to a screeching halt. 
 What you have read is clearly a long, unpleasant tale, and you have my sympathy for sticking 
with it this long.  At this point the reader may quite properly ask whether these years of conflict 
reflect, as I contend, badly on my tormentors or badly on me.  This question can easily be settled.  
Recall first that despite Prof. Fichtenbaum’s characterization of the May 27, 2005 letter as just 
another mundane day at the office for an ordinary P&T Committee acting well within its rights, 
everyone outside the department who saw it thought it was varying degrees of disgraceful.  And 
history provides other convincing evidence.  When I went up for promotion to Associate 
Professor in 2000, the vote to promote was the usual 4-3.  Ordinarily that is fatal at higher levels 
of the process.  But the college Promotion & Tenure committee, knowing me, knew better and 
unanimously approved my promotion.  The university committee, which knew this department 
and its follies well, voted overwhelmingly (only two or three “no” votes, I was told) to do the 
same.  While I have made mistakes too numerous to mention (including, perhaps, this rebuttal) 
during my time here, fundamentally my difficulties have nothing to do with these ordinary 
academic trials and tribulations, and everything to do with the unappeasable hostility of the same 
people, over and over again.  Because of their impending dominance of the Committee, my career 
has now become nearly fatally ensnared in the nuttiness for which this department is justly 
notorious campus-wide.  I find myself living in a Bizarro World where “Your teaching is very 
good, and, more importantly, the evidence suggests it is continuing to improve” really means “We 
want to fire you over your teaching,” where “You are safely past the fast track” really means 
“You are trying to go up on the fast track,” where “The Chair shall provide the evaluations to the 
Committee” really means “Why didn’t the candidate provide the evaluations to the Committee?”, 
and on and on and on. 

 This nonsense has gone on long enough.  Put a stop to it.
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